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	Executive summary

	
As part of a wide-ranging City project to review its curriculum model, SLT received an update paper from the Change Support Unit on 6 September 2022. The paper included updates on:

· Curriculum framework/model (on EQC agenda for today’s meeting)
· Programme approval process (on EQC agenda for today’s meeting)
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Elective modules 

A review of the number of elective modules across the University forms one part of City’s curriculum design programme. 

EQC is asked to discuss the SLT update on elective modules (sections 14-23) and the proposed way forward. EQC should note that is a draft proposal at this stage.



	Action(s) required from the Committee:
	
A. to discuss the SLT update on elective modules and the proposed way forward
B. to note the wider context in which a number of academic policies and processes are being developed and amended.




The table below outlines which committees/groups have already seen the report and the resulting outcome/action from discussions.
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	Committee title
	Outcome/action
	Action date
	Paper version number

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	










Curriculum Model and Programme Approval 6.9.22  

	What is this paper asking SLT to do? 

	· This paper provides an update on the status of the Presidential Sprints for Curriculum Model and Programme Approval
· This is an update to the June 22 SLT paper which included the overarching plans for the collective programme of work across Curriculum Design that also incorporates:
· Curriculum Management System
· SITs Academic Model 
· Portfolio Review 
· Commitments and deliverables are captured as part of the two strategic workstreams: Education and Infrastructure 


	Who is the responsible SLT member?
Have relevant Boards and individuals been consulted?
	· Juliet John 
· Contribution from Pam Parker, Susan Blake, Rafe Smallman, James Birkett, Rob Willis, and Pia Chaffey in addition to the working groups involved in both sprints.

	Have you considered potential conflicts of interest
	· No conflict of interest 


	Can the paper be released? 
	· Yes

	What are the major risks?
What are the resource implications? 


	· The main risk is that staff fail to take on board the more streamlined and student facing approach. This will be managed by proactive change management and effective engagement will support implementation, readiness, and adoption for these significant institutional wide reviews.
· Necessity to ensure QA compliance with agreed model and revised process, ensuring minimal exceptions from the curriculum model.
· There is no direct need for additional resource*, save in that staff will need training for the new project management approach to programme approval to work to best effect. The new CMS system is crucial for supporting more efficient programme approval.
· *QUAD resources for programme approval and the rewriting of programmes for the curriculum model and portfolio review has been identified through the strategy plans.


	What are the main equality, diversity and inclusion implications?  
	· N/A

	What action is required 
	· SLT are asked to note the work to date and endorse next steps and the outlined timelines. 

	Author Name
	· Natasha Bennett, Director of Change 



Appendices:

Curriculum Model:
1. Draft Credit Framework
2. Draft Credit Exceptions Form

Programme Approval:
3. Draft New Programme Approval Policy
4. Draft New Programme Approval process map and descriptor
5. Revised Committee Membership 

6. Overarching timeline Curriculum Design 	


Background




1. This paper provides an update on the status of the Presidential Sprints for Curriculum Framework and Programme Approval.

2. This is an update to the previous SLT paper in June 22 which included overarching plans for the programme of work across Curriculum Design, sponsored by Juliet John, that also incorporates: Curriculum Management System; SITs Academic Model and Portfolio Review. 

3. Both Sprints have now moved into the design project phase and there continues to be positive engagement amongst academic and professional service colleagues. 

4. The overreaching desire is to enhance the quality of programme design with robust, but  lean processes that reduce bureaucracy and duplication, and demonstrates to colleagues our ability to introduce agile and streamlined ways of working. 

Curriculum Model 

5. Following the initial two workshops facilitated by CSU, City’s existing curriculum model has been reviewed. 

6. The existing framework policy has been updated by QUAD. We have agreed a model of 15 credits and multiples across all modules, unless agreed exceptions based on defined criteria and a robust business rationale.   

7. The working group have been consulted with a wider consultation closing on September 2nd. The revised framework together with the Exceptions form will be presented to EQC on 14th September and Senate on 19th October for approval.

8. Members of the working group are as follows: Irene Ctori; Pam Parker; Helen Watson; Margaret Carran; Anton Cox; Deborah Rafalin; Julie Voce; Andrew Warburton; Richard Payne; Koen Slootmaeckers; Kristen Goodrich; Neil Audsley; Marion O’Hara; James Birkett, Rafe Smallman. 

9. Key updates to the framework include:
· an introduction outlining the role of the framework for the wider City community
· a new section details how, and against which rationale, exemptions to the credit framework will be considered
· clarification for the proposed credit structure for undergraduate and postgraduate programmes
· references to credit-bearing certificates outside undergraduate, graduate, and postgraduate programmes (e.g., short courses)
· updated national reference points relating to English/UK credit frameworks 
· clarification of the proposed credit structure for UG and PG programmes in relation to ECTS
· clarification when the structure of programmes will be considered, namely during programme approval, amendment, and periodic review processes

10. Where a programme team determine it is necessary for a programme to deviate from the structure set out in the credit framework, a case for exemption will need to be submitted during:
· the design of a new programme through the programme approval process
· an amendment through the programme amendment process
· the ongoing review of a programme through the periodic programme review process

11. The framework states a potential rationale for exemptions would be one or more of the following:
· market and competitor environment, which are in the best interest of City and students,
· specific regulatory requirements including those of PSRBs, 
· requirements of partners where a City degree is validated to be delivered 

12. [bookmark: _Hlk112157757]The case for exemptions will only be granted approval by the appropriate University committee in exceptional circumstances, based on clear and compelling evidence and where it is determined there is no acceptable alternative solution that meets the structure of City’s credit framework.

13. Appendix 1:  Draft Framework and Appendix 2:  Draft Exceptions Form. Both documents will be finalised following the consultation feedback and formatted ahead of EQC. 

Electives

14. Valuable initial work has been completed by SPPU to provide tableau dashboards for: module count; student count per option; credit structure and electives. This analysis of current practice and the volume of exceptions from the framework will inform further thinking for both the portfolio review and a revised periodic review process.


15. The desire for a more robust system for approving and rationalising the number of electives, has been agreed; further work to define the modelling and guidance for electives is underway.  The principles informing this exploration include the need to ensure: 
· programmes are pedagogically coherent 
· delivery of greater teaching efficiency and use of resources 
· improved operational clarity and simplicity

16. The exploration has identified the following key areas to be included in a matrix of options:  
a. only core modules for level 4 
b. provide a small amount of optionality for level 5
c. increase optionality for level 6

17. PGT will also be included in the elective review. 

18. Modelling of additional options to rationalise elective use, which need to be agreed, might include:  
· greater use of pathways within programmes (e.g., Urdang offers one Programme with 3 pathways)
· appropriate balance between the number of core and elective modules. We suggest at least 50% core content on all City programmes to ensure module viability and improved learning experience for students
· bandings of elective allowance that consider discipline needs and/or the relationship between staffing capacity and optionality
· a minimum number of students per module for viability. 
· that there is a minimum limit of compulsory modules per programme level
· maximum limit of optional modules that programmes will not be able to exceed
· clear understanding of the core knowledge that students need to progress 
· A management target of the number of models per School or department needed for efficiency (as Reading have adopted institutionally)
· A shared pool of ‘discovery’ modules taken across Schools, and designed for beginners, to enhance employability. These could be mandated to enhance City’s USP.

19. The final model needs to inform decisions of whether a module is worth running or not, taking into consideration both constraints and impact – e.g., reducing complexity on timetabling and space allocation as well as impact on SSR. 

20. Thinking to date has been informed by other sector models that include Oxford Brookes with a compulsory first year and absolute shared institutional limits on elective choice at levels 5 and 6 and Reading whose management has mandated a 30% reduction in electives. 

21. The following extract taken from the Oxford Brookes Framework is helpful in articulating our own vision: 

“The changes we are making will include giving Faculties the ability to set the number of compulsory and optional modules for each programme (within agreed minimum and maximum parameters),  and, as a result, this will increase the consistency of course structure across the University.

Desire to create more streamlined programmes of study involving a defined number of compulsory and optional modules, programmes will be easier for students to understand and will be easier for us to promote to prospective students. By reducing the number of optional modules, we will give our students a stronger cohort identity, make courses easier to manage and deliver, and allow us to focus on the quality of delivery, rather than quantity”.

22. We realise a revised approach will have a greater impact on some programmes and Schools more than others and further consultation and exploration is underway about scheduling and prioritisation once the new framework/model is agreed.    

23. It is proposed that following further consultation, a recommendation is considered by EQC on 25th October and Senate on 14th December.

Programme Approval Process 

24. Following the presidential sprint led by Susan Blake, CSU, together with Pam Parker and Susan Blake, have been facilitating several workshops to review the processes for new programmes, minor and major amendments. 

25. Post the sprint, multiple workshops have been held with academic and professional service staff to review the ways to achieve a more streamlined (removing duplication of effort), robust new programme approval and amendment process.

26. Members of the working group are as follows: Irene Ctori; Sean Hogan; Hannah Vaughan; Raffaella Cuccia; Deborah Rafalin; Hafiza Patel; Natasha Cornwell; Simon Parker; Penny Rossano; Mary Flynn; Ruqaiyah Javaid; James Phillips; Christine Giroux; Pam Parker; Richard Appleby; Katherine Kelsey; Susan Blake; Sionade Robinson; Anton Cox; Nerida Booth; Neil Audsley; Melissa McHugh; Margaret Carran; Lorraine Price 

27. Meetings have taken place with all Schools to consult, walk through the new process, finalise changes and recommendations. 

28. The new Programme Approval Process will be presented to EQC 14th September and Senate 19th October for approval. The Committee will receive the following documentation: 
· New approval process document and map
· New approval Policy
· Market Insight form
· Expression of interest form
· Programme and module specifications (UG and PG)
· New approval form for CPAC
· Membership of new Committees

29. Final revisions need to be made to the Minor and Major Amendment policy and process; this will be considered by EQC on 25th October and Senate on 14th December 

30. Following Senate approval, the new process for Programme Approval and the refined Major Amendment process will be implemented in January-23. 

31. Deliverables will include:
· A new streamlined Programme Approval Process which focuses on core essential requirements aligning to City’s ambitions for business, practice, and the professions 
· Introduction of an initial evaluation of a proposed new programme, achieved by the submission of a new Market Insight request which is reviewed by the Head of Department and COO, and the completion of an Expression of Interest. This will ensure early evaluation ahead of any further detailed development work.
· Restructure of the school committee (PARC) to School Programme Review Committee (SPRC) and university committee (UPAC) to City Programme Approval Committee (CPAC). Both with revised membership, these committees are tasked with ensuring each proposal is well thought out with strategic alignment - not just “approving of documents”. 
· The removal of repetition and duplication of effort achieved by the reduction in approval stages, currently four (4) stages (2 PARC, 2 UPAC), now simplified to two (2) stages (1 SPRC and 1 CPAC). CPAC will meet monthly, reducing wait time for approvals; UPAC previously was 2/3 times a term.
· Formation of a new project team to help write programme documentation (e.g., programme and module specifications) after provisional approval. Appropriate student consultation will be conducted as part of the project team’s responsibilities so that when documents are developed, they are appealing for prospective students. 
· Revised guidance for the development of specifications and supporting documentation by staff, which in turn provides more accessible, easier to understand information for students. 
· The potential to promote programmes earlier, allowing City to compete with other leading institutions or offer a programme within a newly developing market.  
· A revised programme amendment process to provide for regular systematic reviews of existing programmes ensuring they are being fully updated and align to City’s academic regulations. 
· Minor Amendment approvals to become more efficient and streamlined, meaning that with guidance from QUAD this can potentially remain in Schools and not follow the same detailed level of review as major amendments. 

32. Appendix 3 is the New Programme Approval Policy and Appendix 4 provides a summary of the New Programme Approval process map and descriptor.  Appendix 5 outlines the revised Committee Membership. 

33. The following provides an overview of the revised process:
	Stage 1: Strategic Relevance
· Academic colleague / School management proposes a new programme idea
· Academic consults with school COO and Head of Department on new idea and submits a market insight form 
· SPPU receives request form, and using the pertaining information to develop a market insight report providing a recommendation on the viability of the programme
· Academic receives report back and then proceeds to write a new Expression of Interest (EOI) of form
· The EOI and Market Insight Forms are submitted to a newly formed School Programme Review Committee which will include key existing School SLT and PARC membership. This Stage 1 approval step asks School Dean’s to provide final sign off, ensuring the new programme aligns with the School and University strategic direction
Stage 2: Programme Development 
· At this stage, a School project team is formed (membership including student representation is found in Appendix 5) and begins development of the programme and module specifications and ensures liaison with central professional services for input and feasibility e.g., timetabling and space management. The team will work to a timeline based on the work to be done and the proposed date for programme launch
· There will be sign off at School level by the AD(E) when paperwork is ready for submission
	Stage 3: City Approval 
· Documentation is submitted to CPAC (City Programme Approval Committee) for final review

34. There remains further opportunity for continual review and improvements to ensure ongoing enhancement of the process. This includes the following opportunities: 
· review of updated policies and practices following initial implementation
· make further amends to the Programme and Module specifications providing something more graphical and streamlined on information to appeal to students
· consider removing the constraint from marketing of new programmes being developed in time to be part of the physical prospectus. Suggestion would be to include in the digital version rather than waiting until new academic year to be advertised

Engagement and Training

35. The success of implementing both a revised Curriculum Framework and a new, agile streamlined Programme Approval process is dependent upon Schools agreeing both changes and an investment in engagement to ensure hearts and minds of colleagues are reached across City. 

36. A comprehensive engagement plan will:
· ensure that School leadership teams are fully aware and engaged with delivery 
· develop and deliver a communication plan to raise engagement and awareness 
· cascade of key messages through ADEs, Heads of Department and COOs as appropriate 
· engage with schools and professional services to identify impacts of changes 
· ensure readiness assessments colleagues are prepared for changes 
· consult with schools to manage resistance or identify roadblocks that could potentially hinder delivery.
· collate overall training needs analysis and deliver a training plan 
· provide the opportunity to raise any concerns on impact and school readiness ahead of key delivery milestones
· raise awareness of associated changes coming from further associated work including the implementation of the Curriculum Management System (CMS)

Curriculum Management System

37. A Curriculum Management System (CMS) is required as a single source of truth and to provide significant efficiencies of annual review and maintenance including automation of workflow.

38. The CMS will facilitate the automation of workflow and efficiencies from the revised Programme Approval process. This will facilitate required documents to be stored electronically in one central place with online approvals, rather than documents (word, excel etc.) being shared via email with track changes.

39. Decision on the CMS is due to take place in autumn 22.  The Project team will be led by James Birkett as Business Lead, together with allocated IT and CSU resources. 

40. Implementation will require significant training and academic engagement in preparation for live adoption from February 23 to ensure the successful adoption of self service and realisation of efficiencies. 

41. The success of the SITS Academic Model reimplementation is dependent on the implementation of a CMS and the standardisation of the associated administrative processes for Programme Approval. 

Next Steps 

42. The revised Curriculum Framework and the Programme Approval Process for new programmes will be presented to EQC on 14th September and Senate on 19th October. 

43. The proposed Electives Model and the Programme Amendment Process will be presented to EQC on 25th October and Senate on 14th December.

44. The following two pages provide an overview of the current sequencing of the collective programme of work across the academic years 22/23 and 23/24. The sequencing and timelines will be finalised as further work is completed and presented to SLT.

45. This is a significant programme of work; resources and commitment from academics and professional service departments will be required to implement changes. These commitments are captured as part of the two strategic workstreams: Education and Infrastructure. 

46. The need for proactive change management and effective engagement to support implementation, readiness and adoption is recognised and planned.  
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Curriculum Design:
 
6. Overarching timeline Curriculum Design 	
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